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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Assessment as of 12 October 2026

Ukraine has built a nationally directed deep-strike campaign with a growing domestic family of one-way attack

drones, Ukrainian intelligence and security services, and the ability to select and prosecute targets far beyond the

front. This is meaningful operational autonomy: Kyiv can impose costs inside Russia without waiting for a Western

government to approve every sortie or supply every air vehicle. It is not strategic autarky. Access to selected

high-end weapons, intelligence, satellite and communications services, scarce propulsion and electronic

components, and external finance still affects the campaign's reach, tempo and resilience.

The clearest evidence of national agency is the observed pattern of Ukrainian attacks and the public identification of

Ukrainian units and agencies as operators. Reuters reported that Ukraine's military said it struck the Omsk refinery,

approximately 2,500 km from Ukraine, on 8 October 2026; the statement establishes a claimed Ukrainian strike,

while the distance is a reported estimate and does not independently establish damage or the route used. The SBU

has publicly claimed responsibility for deep operations including the 2025 Spiderweb attack, and its Alpha elements

have conducted drone attacks on targets inside Russia. These are distinct strands of a broader campaign, not proof

of a single centralized command architecture. [1, 2]

The enabling picture is mixed. Ukraine has domestic design, adaptation, mission planning and operational

command capacity. In 2025, Reuters, citing the Financial Times and unnamed Ukrainian and U.S. officials, reported

U.S. intelligence support to some long-range energy strikes, including intelligence on site vulnerabilities after

Ukraine selected targets. That reporting supports a bounded conclusion: allied intelligence has contributed to at

least some campaign activity. It does not establish that Western governments selected all targets, supplied

coordinates for every sortie, or controlled Ukrainian release decisions. [3]

Dependence varies by weapon class. Ukraine's indigenous long-range drones offer a politically autonomous option

and allow domestic adaptation, but local assembly does not guarantee control of the full supply chain. Reuters

reported in April 2026 that European-made mini-jet engines were a supply bottleneck and Ukrainian in-house

development remained limited. Conversely, U.S.-supplied ATACMS provide a distinct high-end capability whose

employment inside Russia has been shaped by U.S. policy permissions. The two cases show different forms of

reliance: industrial inputs constrain volume; donor policy can constrain use. [4, 5]

The most current strategic constraint is political as well as material. On 11-12 October 2026, President Trump

announced an energy ceasefire and pressed Kyiv to stop refinery attacks. Kyiv said it had not received terms and

would suspend strikes only if Russia stopped attacking Ukrainian energy infrastructure; Moscow had not confirmed

the arrangement by 12 October. Reuters also reported, citing a person familiar with the matter and earlier reporting

by the Financial Times, that Washington threatened to suspend intelligence sharing and weapons procurement

through PURL. This remains a reported threat, not verified implementation. It demonstrates how external leverage

could affect operational freedom without erasing Ukraine's ability to conduct domestically supported strikes. [6, 7]
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KEY JUDGMENT — Ukraine possesses substantial operational autonomy in selecting and
executing parts of its deep-strike campaign, but its strategic autonomy is conditional: volume,
precision, and escalation latitude remain exposed to external intelligence, propulsion, components,
munitions, and political decisions.

1. Defining Strategic Autonomy
For this assessment, autonomy is the ability to decide, generate, command and sustain a military effect without

another state exercising a practical veto. It is a spectrum across functions rather than a binary national attribute. A

force can control target selection and sortie command while relying on foreign collection, components or financing.

Conversely, a nationally designed airframe may remain vulnerable to a foreign engine bottleneck.

Four distinctions guide the assessment. Declared capability includes official plans and manufacturer range claims.

Documented capability is supported by attributable records, contracts or observed system characteristics.

Observed employment records an attack or operation as reported by a credible source, without assuming effect.

Assessment identifies likely operational implications and is stated as inference. Public reporting rarely exposes the

full chain from intelligence requirement to target approval, mission planning, launch and battle-damage

assessment.

2. A Ukrainian-led but multi-node campaign
The campaign spans military intelligence (HUR/GUR), the SBU, military units and a dispersed defence-industrial

ecosystem. Public reporting attributes major covert operations to SBU, including Spiderweb; military and

intelligence bodies also report strikes on energy, military and logistics targets. This points to multiple Ukrainian

operators with national-level coordination, but open sources do not establish a complete campaign command chart

or the degree of joint deconfliction for every operation. [2]

The operational cycle has several separable functions: identify a strategic objective; nominate and validate targets;

assemble imagery and other intelligence; select route, timing and weapon; authorize and launch; assess damage;

then adapt the next mission. Ukraine's autonomy can be high in some links and conditional in others. Ukrainian

selection of a target is compatible with a partner supplying imagery, technical intelligence or vulnerability analysis.

Neither fact, by itself, transfers command authority to the partner.

3. ISR, targeting and command and control
Ukraine has substantial domestic intelligence collection, reconnaissance, security-service access and operational

planning expertise. Long-range missions also benefit from persistent surveillance, geospatial data, commercial

imagery, navigation and communications. Available public evidence supports external intelligence assistance to

some strikes: a Reuters account of Financial Times reporting in October 2025 said the United States helped Kyiv

with route planning and site vulnerabilities, while Ukrainian officials selected targets. The report drew on unnamed

officials; it should not be generalized to every target or operation. [3]

An episode in March 2025 exposed the consequence of reliance on a particular external enabler. Reuters reported

that Washington paused intelligence sharing and security assistance; the 11 March U.S.-Ukraine statement said the

pause would be lifted and assistance resumed. That interruption demonstrates leverage and a potential operational

vulnerability, but it is not evidence that Ukraine lost all ISR, all targeting capacity or the ability to strike. The
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campaign's own collection, existing intelligence, allied contributions from other states and pre-planned missions are

not publicly quantified. [8]

C2 is similarly layered. Publicly reported Ukrainian operators and strike claims demonstrate nationally directed

decisions, while the exact tasking chain, approval authorities, mission data flow, delegated control and post-strike

assessment remain partly classified. Western provision of intelligence or a weapon does not, without evidence,

establish allied control of a Ukrainian mission. A sound attribution threshold is therefore target-specific: identify the

source, date, described contribution and whether the account is official, independently documented or based on

anonymous reporting.

Functional autonomy snapshot
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Official Ukrainian policy has also prioritized domestic long-range weapons and missile development. In February

2025, the Ministry of Defence described efforts to scale domestic missile production and cooperate with foreign

partners. These are program and policy statements, not independent confirmation that every named system is in

serial production or operational service. A prior IW assessment of the MICH 2000 likewise noted

manufacturer-stated range and payload figures that were not independently verified. [10]

The main industrial distinction is between platform assembly and end-to-end sovereign production. Airframes,

software integration, payload adaptation and mission planning can be domestic even when engines, optical

components, chips, antennas, navigation modules or specialized materials originate abroad. Reuters reported in

April 2026 that Ukrainian attack-drone production faced a mini-jet engine supply crunch; the article said some

makers were developing engines locally, but output remained limited. This makes engines a plausible throughput

constraint for jet-powered long-range designs, not proof that all Ukrainian deep-strike drones share the same

bottleneck. [4]

Ukraine's industrial autonomy is also shaped by procurement and finance. Domestic contracts can support rapid

iteration, while external budgetary support and imported inputs determine whether designs can be produced at

campaign scale. Publicly disclosed procurement figures measure commitments or authorized systems, not a

validated production rate. The key question is whether the supply chain can deliver reliable propulsion, navigation,

communications and warheads at a sustained cadence under disruption and sanctions pressure.

5. Munitions and policy-conditioned reach
The indigenous drone campaign and donor-provided missile capability should be assessed separately. Long-range

one-way attack systems offer lower-cost mass, flexible payloads and locally controlled employment, but can face

constraints in speed, payload, navigation resilience and penetration of layered air defences. These are general

trade-offs; public disclosures do not provide enough comparable performance data to quantify Ukraine's current

success rates.
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ATACMS illustrate a different dependency. They are U.S.-supplied missiles; Reuters reported Ukrainian military

claims of their use against targets in Russia in November 2025. Their operational employment

depended not only on inventory and launcher availability but also on U.S. policy permissions that changed over

time. This is a clear case of donor-conditioned reach. It does not follow that Ukraine's domestic drone campaign

was similarly controlled. [5]

Substitution is possible but imperfect. A locally produced drone can preserve a strike option when a particular

missile is unavailable or politically restricted, while it cannot necessarily reproduce that missile's payload,

responsiveness or probability of penetrating defences. Conversely, a high-end imported weapon cannot substitute

for a broad domestic capacity to build, repair and adapt cheaper systems. Strategic autonomy increases when

these options complement one another and their enabling supply chains are diversified.

6. Effects, sustainment and limits of public evidence
A strike reaching a deep target is an operational event; it is not by itself proof of strategic effect. A refinery attack

may damage equipment, interrupt throughput, impose repair costs or have limited effect after rapid restoration. The

Omsk report establishes that Ukraine's military claimed a strike at a distant facility; the publicly available Reuters

report did not establish damage or duration of disruption. Claims about cumulative refinery losses, Russian fuel

shortages or coercive impact require separate, current verification. [1]

Sustainment requires more than airframes and warheads: recurring engines, batteries, flight-control electronics,

navigation resilience, launch teams, mission-planning data, secure communications, maintenance, testing and

battle-damage assessment. Dispersed Ukrainian production and adaptation support resilience, but a component

shortage or interruption of intelligence access can affect a specific weapon class or mission set. Campaign

sustainability should be assessed through sortie generation, repair and replacement time, strike repeatability and

the ability to adapt after Russian countermeasures; those data are not consistently public.

Attribution and assessment remain difficult. Russian air-defence claims, Ukrainian operational statements,

commercial satellite imagery and independent reporting each capture only part of the picture. The analysis

therefore treats official claims as claims unless corroborated, differentiates impact from occurrence, and avoids

inferring a partner's role from the use of a Western weapon or from the presence of Western intelligence support

elsewhere in the campaign.
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7. October 2026 diplomatic and military context
On 3 October, President Zelenskiy said Ukraine would continue attacks on Russian refineries in response to

Russian strikes. On 8 October, the Ukrainian military said it had struck the Omsk refinery. These statements and

claims establish the political framing and a reported operation, not the resulting physical damage. [1, 11]

On 11 October, President Trump announced that Russia and Ukraine had agreed to an immediate energy

ceasefire. Reuters and the Associated Press reported that Kyiv had not received details and that Moscow had not

confirmed it. On 12 October, Zelenskiy said Ukraine would halt attacks on Russian refineries if Russia stopped

attacks on Ukrainian energy infrastructure; Reuters reported that he accused Russia of violating the announced

pause after a strike on a Kharkiv power plant. As of this assessment date, treat the ceasefire as an unverified

political announcement rather than a confirmed bilateral arrangement. [6, 7]

Reuters reported that U.S. officials threatened to withhold intelligence sharing and PURL-enabled arms

procurement to press Kyiv over refinery strikes, citing a person familiar with the matter and earlier Financial Times

reporting. Neither an implemented cutoff nor its precise scope had been publicly confirmed by 12 October. If

implemented, such pressure could affect Ukraine's ISR access and replenishment options; the near-term

operational effect would depend on which data streams, weapons and contracts were involved, as well as

European and Ukrainian substitutes. [6]
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Assessment
Ukraine has achieved meaningful operational autonomy in deep strike: Ukrainian institutions choose and execute

missions, domestic systems are expanding, and the campaign can impose risk and cost at significant distance. Its

strategic autonomy remains bounded by an uneven stack of dependencies. External ISR appears to have

supported at least some energy strikes; donor-supplied missiles remain subject to political permissions; European

propulsion and global components affect industrial throughput; and external finance sustains scale. None of these

dependencies nullifies Ukrainian agency. They determine how far, how often and with what confidence certain

effects can be generated.

The central judgment is therefore conditional autonomy. Ukraine can independently conduct some deep-strike

missions, especially with nationally controlled drones and intelligence-service or military operators. It cannot be

assumed to sustain the entire campaign at its desired scale, precision and tempo without a reliable supply of critical

components, intelligence access and financial support. Conversely, external support should not be mistaken for

allied command: the public record supports contributions to some stages and some operations, not universal

Western targeting authority.

Indicators to monitor
ISR continuity: official or corroborated evidence of interruptions, substitution or changes in partner intelligence

support. Industrial throughput: actual deliveries and operational availability, not contract totals; domestic engine

output and supplier diversification. Weapon permissions: changes in authorization for U.S.-supplied systems and

how Kyiv adapts. Campaign output: independently corroborated strike frequency, repeat attacks and repair

intervals. Diplomatic terms: whether the October energy ceasefire gains mutual confirmation, monitoring and

reciprocal implementation. Effects: satellite or company reporting that verifies refinery damage and restoration time.



